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50 CFR Part 17
Endangered and Threatened Wildhfe
and Plants; Proposed Rule To
Determine Neosho Madtom (Noturus
Placick~s)To Be a Threatened Species
AGENCY: FishandWildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposedrule.

SUMMARY: TheServiceproposesto
determineafish, theNeoshomadtorn
(Noturusplacidus),to be athreatened
speciesunderthe authorityof the
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973 (Act).
asamended.Themadlomis currently
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knownfrom theNeoshoRiver(Grand
Riverin Oklahoma)drainage,including
theNeoshoRiverin Kansasand
Oklahoma,theCottonwoodRiverin
Kansasandthe SpringRiverin Missouri.
Habitatdestructionandmodification,
principallydueto impoundmentsand
dredgingactivities,hasdecreasedthe
distributionandpopulationof the
speciesandisolatedit into three
populations.Increasedwaterdemand,
pollution,andcontinuedhabitat
destructionthreatenstheNeosho
madtom.Thisproposal,if madefinal,
would implementprotectionprovidedby
the Act, makeavailableconservation
measuresirrplementedby theAct, and
identify thetaxonasonein needof
conservationto groupsin andoutsideof
theFederalGovernment.TheServiceis
requestingdataandcommentsfrom
interestedpartieson this proposal.
DATES: Commentsfrom all interested
partiesmustbereceivedby July 18,
1989. Public hearingrequestsmustbe
receivedby July 3, 1989.

ADDRESSES: Commentsand materials
concerningthis proposalshouldbesent
to theStateSupervisor,Fishand
Wildlife Enhancement,215 Southwind
Place,Manhattan,Kansas66502.
Commentsandmaterialsreceivedwill
beavailablefor public inspection,by
appointment,duringnormal business
hoursat theaboveaddress.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
L. Ronel Finley, StateSupervisor,or
DanielW. Mulhern,EndangeredSpecies
Coordinator,at theaboveaddress.
telephone(913) 539-3474.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Gilbert’s (1886) collectionof aNoturzis
specimenfrom theNeoshoRivernear
Emporia,Kansas,apparentlyis the first
knownrecordof the Neoshornadtom
(Noturusplacidus).Two more
specimensweretakenfrom theNeosho
Riverin CoffeyCountyby theKansas
UniversityBiologicalSurveyin 1912
(Wagneret al. 1984).Additional
collectionsweremadein 1951 and1952
in the NeoshoRiverin Kansasand
Oklahomaandalsothe Cottonwood
Riverin Kansas(Taylor1969;Wagneret
a!. 1984). Specimensof Neoshomadtom
werecollectedin theSpringRiverin
Kansasin 1963 andin Missouri in 1964
(Wagneret al. 1984). TheCottonwood
andSpringRiversarepartof the Neosho
Riverdrainage.

Specimensalso wereôollectedfrom
nearthemouth of theIllinois Riverin
SequoyahCounty,Oklahoma,in 1948
(MooreandPaden1950). Subsequent
collectionsin 1948and1950 confirmed
thepresenceof Neoshomadtomin the
lower Illinois River (Wagneret al. 1984).

Thesearetheonly recordedoccurrences
of this speciesoutsideof theNeosho
River drainage.Moss(1981) latermade
collectionsat threehistoricalsiteson
theIllinois Riverbut foundnoNeosho
madtoms.He concludedthat
hypolimneticdischargesfrom Tenkiller
FerryDammayhaveproduced
temperaturesthatwere toolow for
successfulreproductionand growth of
thespecies.It is believedthat the
speciesis extirpatedfrom thelower
Illinois River.

Sixty-eightpercentof therecent(since
1970) collectionsof this speciesarefrom
21 locationsin theNeoshoRiver
(Wagneretal. 1984).Themostupstream
locationis in Lyon County,Kansas.and
themostdownstreamis nearMiami in
extremenorthernOttawaCounty,
Oklahoma,indicatingthespeciesis
occupyingat leastthenorthernportion
of its historic range.Although Its
originalrangeincludedthe entire
Neosho(Grand)Riverdrainage
mainstreams,Moss (1981)wasunableto
locatespecimensin suitablehabitat
betweenthereservoirsalongthis river
in Oklahoma,indicatingthatreservoir
constructionhasanadverseimpacton
Neoshomadtompopulations.

Recordsof Neoshomadtomfrom the
CottonwoodRiverarefrom8 localities
and22 collections,with theconfluence
with Middle CreeknearElmdale,Chase
County,Kansas,themostupstre.m
locality. Collectionsmadein 1983along
theCottonwoodRiverindicatethat the
speciesis relativelystablein this river
(Wagneretal. 1984).

The distribution of this speciesin the
SpringRiveris limited to only seven
collectionsfrom threelocalities(Wagner
et a!. 1984, Moss 1981,Pflieger1971.
Bransonet al. 1970).Collectionsfrom
both KansasandMissouri were taken
veryneartheStateline.

The currentdistributionof theNeosho
madtomis restrictedto the Neoshu
Riverdrainage,including theNeosho
Riverin Kansas(Lyon, Coffey,
Woodson,Allen, Neosho,Labette,and
CherokeeCounties)andOklahoma
(OttawaCounty),theCottonwoodRiver
in Kansas(LyonandChaseCounties),
andtheSpringRiverin Missouri (Jasper
County) andKansas(CherokeeCounty).
Wagneret al. (1984)estimatesthat
habitatlossthroughreservoir
constructionhaseliminatedasmuchas
one-thirdof the originalrangeof this
species.

TheNeoshomadtomis snail,with
adultsaveraginglessthan3 incheslong.
It is characterizedby havinga
midcaudalbrownishstripeof pigment
andarelativelydeepbody. Thehunieral
processis moderatelylong, with
somewhatreducedserrationsof the
pectoralspine.The adiposefin is well
connectedwith thecaudalfin. Th~

mottledskin pigmentreadily
distinguishesthisspeciesfrom other
congenericsfoundwithin its range
(Taylor1969).

Thespeciesis almostexclusively
foundin riffles (CrossandCollins1975,
Deacon1961),but exceptionsto this
generalizationmaybeobservedduring
earlylife stagesandduringspawning
periods.Moss(1981) found thatthe
Neoshomadtomdemonstratesastrong
selectionfor smallgravelsubstrates,
usually lessthan1 inch in diameter,and
areonly abundanton riffles with % to
%-inch gravelprevalent.Thesubstrate
mustbe looselypackedso the madtoms
can“wriggle” downinto thegravel.

Adults utilize moderateto swift
currents,while juvenilesaremostoften
found in areasof low current.Juveniles
arefound in depthsfrom4 to 39 inches,
while adultstendto usedepthslessthan
12 inches(Moss 1981). Wagneret al.
(1984) foundthathabitatuseappeared
to bevery specific,andsuitablehabitat
waseasyto identify. Moss (1981)
speculatedthatspawningoccursin late
JuneandJuly andthatmadtomsfeed
primarily on aquaticinsects.

On two occasionsin therecentpast.
Neeshomadtompopulationshave
sufferedseverereductions.A droughtin
1952—56 depletedKansaspopulation
levels, but thespeciessubsequently
returnedto earlierlevelsof abundance
(Deacon1961).A secondreductionwas
documentedin 1987whenCrossand
Braasch(1968)found thespeciesabsent
from all their samplestations,which
werein theNeoshoRiverandat the
confluenceof the CottonwoodRiverand
theSouthFork of theCottonwoodRiver.
The specieswaslocally abundantat
thesesamestationsin 1951 and1952.
Crossand Braasch(1968)attributedthe
declineto numerousfish kills in 1966
and1967causedby runoff from cattle
feedlots,aswell asdestructionof
habitatby gravel dredgers.Pollution
lawsregulatingfeedlotrunoffwere
passedin 1967, andstream
depositizationhasreplacedthegravel
substrateat theselocations.Collections
madeby Moss (1981) in theseareas
indicatethatthe species’populationhas
returnedto earlierlevelsof abundance.

Dredgingfor sandandgravel,a
commonpracticein the NeoshoRiver
drainage,mayhavedrasticshort-term
effects,but overalongertime period,
thespeciesmay he ableto recoverdue
to thenaturaldepositionalprocessthat
takesplaceafterthedisturbanceceases
(Wagneret a!. 1984).Reservoir
constructionis a majorthreatto the
species(Moss1981). No specimensha’Se
beencollectedfrom five reservoirs
constructedwithin thespecies’range.
andhabitatinundationis assumedto
havecausedlocal extirpation.The lower
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sectionnf the~NeosI~oiUveri.n
Oklahomais aseriesofi’esen,ohsthat
hasel matedasmuch as one-third .of
the.or~gizta1rangeof thespecies
(Wagneretat 1984).Effortsto capXt~e
specimensIn suita’blehabitat‘between
theOkl.alhornar.eservoirslavebeen
unsuccessful~(Moss1981).

On Deceniber30,1982,~theService
announcedin The FederalResister£47
FR 58454) that .f~Neos’homadtom,
alongwith 1~I6other fish species, was
being consideredfor additionto the List
of Endangeredand Threaten.edWildlife.
Undercontractwith theService,a
statusreporton theNeoshomadtom
wasprepared by the Oklahoma
CooperativeFisheryResearchUnit
(Wagneretal. 1q84).Thespecieswas
incindedin t9~xeService’sSeptember18,
1985,Noticeof Review of Vertebrate
Wfldlffe (50FR 37958)asu tatego’ryI
species,indicatingthat theServicehas
substantialbiological data to supporta
proposaltolist the speciesas
endangeredorthreatened.

Summary~f FactorsAffecting the
Species

Section4(a)(1)of theEndangered
SpeciesAct ‘(16 U.SC.1531 etseq.)and
regulationsfSO CF~RPart424)
promulgatedto implementthelisting
provisionsof theAct set forth in the
proceduresfor addingspeciesto the
FederalLists.A speciesmay be
determinedto be anendangeredor
threatenedspeciesdueto oneormore of
the fivefactors.describedin section
4(a)(1).Thesefactorsandtheir
applicationto theNeoshomadtom
(Noturusplacidus)areasfollows:

A. Theprese.ntor threatened
destruction,modification,or cur.toifrasnt
of its habitatarrange.Habitat
modification,both existingand
potential,comprisesthemajorthreatto
thesurvivalof the Neoshomadtom.
Deacon et a].. (1979)recognizedthe
speciesas threatenedbecauseof
presentor potentialthreatsto its habitat
or range.Such modificationi,nchides,
among otherthings,water diversion.
impoundment,reallocation,
channelization,flood control,water
pollution,anddredgingfor sandand
gravel.This modificationhasresultedin
thecompletedestructionor curtailment
of aportion of thehistoric habitatand
modificationof muchof theremaining
habitat.Wagnerci al. (1984) estimates
thatone-thirdof thehistoric habitatof
theNeoshomadtomhasbeenlost
already.

The constructionof reservoirscauses
the inundationof riffle habitatand
changesturbidity,nutrientlevels,and
watertemperaturesdownstream.No
specimenshavebeencapturedin a

reseruau,andhabitatiaundntiai4s
as~edto haveva,~diaoal
e~tirpalion~af‘thespecies(Mosst98L~
WagneretaL Z9&4~.

EfIu&’ts to captuse.spockinens In
stale .hahitatbetweenreservoirsin
Oklahoma,have.beesems~ccessful
(Moss198JJ.Theiaie.rsecti,on.Et.the
NeoshoICsaitd)~ .in Oklahomasaa
seriesofj~esezwoiratb.ai~aweeliminated
as.muchasonn4hir.d.of thee~giaaJ
range~ofthespecies~iagner ata~l.
1984).The appeasanoee1~Neoâe
madtomsfrom thelowerIllinois R~rin
Oklahomais attriha~edb ihjq~o1&mjietic
discha.i~esfrom TenkillerFerryDam
which producedtemperatures‘that were
too low for success.fu.lreproduction and
growthofthepecies,(Mess1981).The
constructianof JohnRedmondReservoir
on theNeoshoRiver inKansas
destroyed.additionalriffle habitat.

The increasing~~mandfor waterfor
agricultural.aridmunicipal~usewill
contirme.with a,projectedincreasein
demand of 25 percent~er thenext~O
yearsin theNeoshoRiverBasin4Kansas
Water Office 1987), furtherimpacting
madtomhabitat. An example.of the
effectsof a decreasein flow occum’ed
during the draughtof 1952—1956when
the NeoshoRiver wascompletely
devoid of flowing water for several
months.The speciessuffered adramatic
decline and.did,no.t becomecommen
againuntil the third consecutivesummer
of continuousflow (Deacon1961).

The Soil ConservationService,U.S.
Department of Agriculture,hasproposed
aproject to constructasmanyas11
smalldamswithin theSouthFork
watershedof theCottonwoodRiver.
Additionally,theU.S. Army Corpsof
Engineers(Corps)is investigatingthe
possibilityof constructingup to 112
small.damawithin theCottonwoodand
Upper NeoshoRiverwatersheds.The
Corps is alsoinvestigatingthe
possibilityof reallocatingstoragein
existing Federal reservoirsin the
NeoshoRiverbasin.All ‘of theseprojects
have thepotential to alterand/orreduce
flows within themadtom’shabitat.The
Wolf CreekNuclearGeneratingStation,
nearBurlington, Kansas,useswater
from JohnRedmondReservoir.To meet
the station’slegalwaterallocation, the
elevationof theconservationpool will
haveto beincreasedin thefuture,
furtherdepletingflows in theNeosho
River.

TheSpringRiverdrainagein Kansas
andMissouri is richin lead,zinc, and
coalreserves;developmentof these
resourceshasbeen extensiveand can
be expectedto continue. Documented
effectsinclude streampollution and
waterdepletions(Spruill 1984). The
lower SpringRiverin Missouri ha~also

be~aJIi*~1è~~ewa~ and his’trial
effluei±s~~fmibanh aadRyck197$).
M4diti~xal1~theNnoslu,Rieer~flrrw~
threugh.n.a’i~aus‘oil ~el~ in
sitheastemKansas,3xrasenting‘the
tin~eatof ‘thl apifismte ~hei*~r. Cross
(personaluwn inn,) believesthat
runoff fromhve~ feedkstsis st4fl a
potential~threfft‘to thespecies.

Sand and‘graveldredging~hasbeen
demonstratedto affectfish communities
in thekiwer KansasRiver,wfth the
extentof theeffectsbeingdependenton
the~a~eand4.ooatwn‘of thedredgingsite
(Crossat al. 1~~2).The shert4erm
effectsontheNee~hemadtom‘of
dredgingactivitiesin streamsutilized by
thespeciesmaybedrastic,hM over‘a
longertinreperiodThespeciesmaybe
ableto recoverifThesituationisnot
compoundedby adãltionalthreats.

B. Overutilizationofcommercicri,
reciec,tiaocrl,‘scientific, or eth,c,rrt’tcri,
purposes.Thereis noevidenceto
suggest‘overittilizationof theNeoslin
madtomfor ‘any‘of thesepurposes.

C.Th’sease~r predation.‘There is no
evidenceof’threatsto the Neosho
madtomfrom disease.Efforts to improve
the sportfisheryin the’Stale have
resulted‘in anincreasein,suchpredators
aswhite bass(Moronechr,ysaps)and
wa’lleyefStizost.edionvitreum]‘in most
reservoirs,andit is likely these
predators‘havealsoincreasedin the
associatedrivers. It is not known
whetherpredationon Neosliomadtom
has increased.

It is unknownwhat role interspecific
competitionmayplayin determining
Neoshomadtomabundance.Wherethe
speciesoccursalongwith theslender
madtom(Noturusex,ilis) in theSpring
River, N. exib’s is generallyfoundin
habitattypically occupiedby,N.
piacidus,with N.placidusfound‘in more
marginaflialiitat (FrankCross,personal
communication),theslendermadtomis
not comirionhintheNeoshoor
CottonwoodRiverswheretheNeosho
madtomis mostabundant.

D. Theinadequacyof exisling
regulatorymechanisms.The Neosho
madtomis officially listedasthreatened
by theStateof Kansas,and endangered
by theStates.ofOklahomaarid
Missouri.All threeStatesprohibit takirtg
this fish withoutaStatepermit. The
KansasDepartmentof Wildlife ‘and
Parkshasdesignatedportionsof the
Cottonwood,Neosho.and Spring Rivers
ascriticalhabitatfor theNeosbo
madtom. The Department also requiresa
permit for public actionsin Kansas
whichhavethepotentialto destroy
individuals of anendangeredor
threatenedspecies-ni4bacritical
habitat.Activities subjectto such

,1
1, - -
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permits Includepublicly fundedorState
of federallyassistedactions,or any
actionrequiringa permit from anyother
StateorFederalagency.However,the
penalty for violating a Kansaspermit for
athreatenedspeciesisonly amaximum
fine of $500and/or30 daysin jail, which
is probablynot sufficientto deter
adverseactionsfrom occurringfor large
projects.Federalactionsarenot subject
to theStatelaw unlessspecifically
providedby Congress.Thus, it appears
that in somecasestheexisting
regulatorymechanismsareinadequate
to protecttheNeoshomadtom.Federal
listingwould provide additional
protectionby requiringFederalpermits
for taking thefish andby requiring
Federalagenciesto consultwith the
Servicewhenprojectstheyfund,
authorize,or carryout mayaffect the
species

E.Othernatural or manmadefactors
affcctingits continuedexistence.The
Neoshomadtomhasrecentlyexhibited
severepopulationdeclinesdueto
pollution anddrought(Deacon1961;
CrossandBraasch1968). While drought
is anaturalphenomenon,theeffectsof
droughtareintensifiedby human
degradation.The speciesoccupiesa
veryspecializedmacrohabitat,andits
rangehassignificantly decreasedin the
last20 years.The species’rangeis now
divided into threepopulations:In the
NeoshoandCottonwoodRiversabove
JohnRedmondReservoirin Kansas,the
NeoshoRiverbelowJohnRedmondDam
in KansasandOklahoma,andthe
SpringRiverin KansasandMissouri.
The unlikelihoodof individual
interchangebetweenpopulations
intensifiestheproblemsof repopulation
following rapiddeclines.

TheServicehascarefullyassessedthe
bestscientificandcommercial
informationavailableregardingthepast,
present,andfuture threatsfacedby this
speciesin determiningto proposethis
rule. Basedon this evaluation,the
preferredactionis to list theNeosho
madtomasathreatenedspecies.The
originalrangeof thespecieshas
decreasedto threepopulationsin three
rivers.The factorswhichbroughtthe
speciesto this conditionarestill
threateningit. Becausethespecies
remainsabundantin somelocations,it
is unlikely thespecieswill become
extinct in the foreseeablefuture.
Therefore,endangeredstatusis
consideredinappropriate.Forreasons
givenbelow,it is not consideredprudent
to proposedesignationof critical
habitat.

Critical Habitat

Section4(a)(3)of the Act, asamended,
requiresthat to themaximumextent

• prudentanddeterminable,theSecretary
~ designateanyhabitatof aspecieswhich

is consideredto becritical habitatat the
time thespeciesis determinedto be

* endangeredor threatened.TheService
finds thatdeterminedto beendangered
or threatened.TheServicefinds that
designationof critical habitatis not
prudentfor this speciesat this time.
Although intentionaltakingof the
Neoshomadtomis presentlynot known
to beaproblem,thespeciescouldbe
vulnerableto this threat.Thefish is
found in veryspecialized,easily
identifiablehabitat.Most of the
inhabitedstreamreachesareeasily
accessibleby road, makingit veryeasy
for someoneto intentionallypoison
them.The Servicebelievesthatno
benefitto thespeciescanbeidentified
thatwould outweighthepotential
threatsof vandalismwhichmightbe
exacerbatedby thepublicationof a
detailedcritical habitatdescriptionand
maps.All theinvolvedagencieswill be
informedof the locationof the
populationsof theNeoshomadtomand
theimportanceof protectingthis
species’habitat.No furthernotification
benefitswould accruefrom designating
critical habitat.Protectionof thespecies’
habitatandits propermanagementwill
beaddressedthroughthe recovery
processandthroughseciton7
consultations.Therefore,it would not be
prudentto determinecritical habitatfor
theNeoshomadtomat this time.

Available ConservationMeasures

Conservationmeasuresprovidedto
specieslistedasendangeredor
threatenedundertheEndangered
SpeciesAct include recognition,
recoveryactions,requirementsfor
Federalprotection,andprohibitions
againstcertainpractices.Recognition
throughlistingencouragesandresultsin
conservationactionsby Federal,State,
andprivateagencies,groups.and
individuals.TheEndangeredSpecies
Act providesfor possibleland
acquisitionandcooperationwith the
States,andrequiresthatrecovery
actionsbe carriedout for all listed
species.Such actionsareinitiated by the
Servicefollowing listing. Theprotection
requiredof Federalagenciesandthe
prohibitionsagainsttaking andharmare
discussed,in part, below.

Section7(a) of the Act, asamended,
requiresFederalagenciesto evaluate
their actionswith respectto anyspecies
that is proposedor listedasendangered
or threatenedandwith respectto its
critical habitat,if anyis being
designated.Regulationsimplementing
this interagencycooperationprovision
of theAct arecodified at 50 CFR Part
402, Section7(a)(4)requiresFederal

agenciesto conferinformally with the
Serviceon anyactionthat is likely to
jeopardizethecontinuedexistenceof a
proposedspeciesorresultin destruction
or adversemodificationof proposed
critical habitat.If aspeciesis listed
subsequently,section7(a)(2)requires
Federalagenciesto insurethat activities
they authorize,fund, orcarryout arenot
likely to jeopardizethecontinued
existenceof suchaspeciesor to destroy
or adverselymodify its critical habitat.
If aFederalactionmayadverselyaffect
alistedspeciesor its critical habitat,the
responsibleFederalagencymustenter
into formalconsultationwith the
Service.

Federalinvolvement is expectedto
includeU.S. Soil ConservationService
waterretentionpracticesandU.S. Army
Corpsof Engineersstreammodification
practices.TheSoil ConservationService
conductswaterretentionprojectswithin
thewatershedsof the threeriver
systemssustainingthe madtom.The
Corpsof Engineersconductsactivities
andissuespermitsto applicantsfor
activities suchasimpoundment,
channelization,flood control, and
dredging.Theaboveagenciesmay be
requiredto consultwith theServiceon
suchactivities to insurethat they are
not likely to jeopardizethecontinued
existenceof this species.

TheAct andimplementingregulations
found at 50 CFR 17.21 and17.31 setforth
aseriesof generalprohibitionsand
exceptionsthatapplyto all threatened
wildlife. Theseprohibitions,in part,
makeit illegal for anypersonsubjectto
thejurisdiction of the UnitedStatesto
take,import or export,ship in interstate
commercein the courseof commercial
activity, or sell or offer fur salein
interstateor foreigncommerceany
listedspecies.It alsois illegal to
possess,sell, deliver, carry.transport,or
ship anysuchwildlife thathasbeen
takenillegally. Certainexceptions
would apply to agentsof theServiceand
Stateconservationagencies.

Permitsmaybeissuedto carry out
otherwiseprohibitedactivities involving
threatenedwildlife speciesunder
certaincircumstances.Regulations
governingpermitsareat 50 CFR 17.22,
17.23,and17.32. Suchpermits are
availablefor scientific purposes,to
enhancethepropagationor survivalof
the species,and/orfor incidental takein
connectionwith otherwiselawful
activities.Forthreatenedspecies,there
arealsopermits for zoological
exhibition, educationalpurposes,or
specialpurposesconsistentwith the
purposesof the Act. In someinstanceJ,
permitsmaybeissuedduringa specified
periodof time to relieveundueeconomic
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hardship that would be suffered if such

relief were not available.

Public CommentsSolicited

The Serviceintends that any final
actionresulting from this proposal will
be as accurate andas effectiveas
possible.Therefore, any commentsor
suggestionsfrom the public, other
concernedgovernmentalagencies,the
scientific community,industry, or any
other interestedparty concerningany
aspectofthis proposal arehereby
solicited.Commentsparticularly are
soughtconcerning:

(1) Biological,commercialtrade,or
other relevant data concerningany
threat(or lackthereof)to the Neosho
madtorn;

(2) The locationof any additional
populationsof this speciesand the
reasonswhy anyhabitatshouldor
shouldnot bedeterminedto be critical
habitatasprovidedby Section4 of the
Act;

(3) Additional informationconcerning
the range and distributionof this
species;and

(4) Currentorplannedactivities in the
subject areaand their possibleimpacts
on this species.

Finalpromulgationof theregulation
on theNeoshomadtomwill takeinto
considerationthecommentsandany
additionalinformationreceivedby the
Service,andsuchcommunicationsmay
leadto adoptionof afinal regulation
thatdiffers from this proposal.

TheEndangeredSpeciesAct provides
for a public hearing on this proposal, if
requested.Requestsmustbefiled within
45 daysof the date of the proposal.Such
requestsmustbemadein writing and
addressedto theStateSupervisor,Fish
andWildlife Enhancement,Manhattan,
Kansas(seeADDRESSES above).

National Environmental Policy Act

The Fish and Wildlife Servicehas
determined that an Environmental
Assessment,asdefinedunderthe
authorityof theNationalEnvironmental
Policy of 1969,neednot beprepared in
connectionwith regulationsadopted

pursuantto Section4(a) of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973,as
amended.A noticeoutlining the
Service’sreasonsfor this determination
waspublishedin the Federal Registeron
October25, 1983 (48FR49244).
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List of Subjectsin 50 CFR Part 17

Endangeredand threatenedwildlife,
Fish,Marinemammals,Plants
(agriculture).

ProposedRegulationPromulgation

PART 17—EAMENDED]

Accordingly, it is hereby proposed to
amendPart17, SubchapterB of Chapter
I, Title 50 of theCodeofJ~ederal
Regulations,as set fort’h’~elow:

1. The authority citation for Part 17
continuesto read asfollows:

Authority: Pub. L. 93—205, 87 Stat. 884;Pub.
L. 94—359, 90 Stat. 911; Pub. L 95—632, 92 Stat.
3751; Pub.L. 96—159, 93 Stat. 1225; Pub.L. 97—
304, 96 Stat. 1411; Pub.L. 100—478,102 Stat.
2306;Pub.L. 100—653,102 Stat.3825 (16U.S.C.
1531 etseq,);Pub. L. 99—625, 100 Stat.3500,
unlessotherwisenoted.

2. It is proposedto amend§ 17.12(h)
by adding the following, in alphabetic
order, under “FISHES”, to the list of
EndangeredandThreatenedWildlife:

§ 17.11 Endangered and threatened
ptents.
* * * * *

(h) * * *
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Species

Historicrange

Vetlebrate

‘°“
endangeredor

ttweatened

Status Whenlisted Sp~
Commonname Scientific name

Fishes:
Madtom. Neosho....

•

,doflgrz&c
•

~ ..

•

U.S.A. (KS, MO, OK) ~.

•

Entie......_....... I
.

NA NA

Dateth March22, 1939.
SusanRecceLamson,
ActingAssistantSecretaryforFishond
Wildlife andParks.
[FR Doc. 89—11998Filed5—1B--89 &45 am]
BIWNO CODE 4310-55-M
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